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THE EDITOR'S PAGE
This issue of the REVIEW presents two specific areas of
the law suggesting legislative consideration. Professor
John M. Brumbaugh, who teaches criminal law and evi-
dence at the Law School, and who is a member of the com-
mittee of the Maryland Bar Association considering revi-
sion of our criminal code, writes his views on that subject
in a suasive and interesting manner. At the outset he de-
tails the present law and exposes its inadequacies and ab-
surdities. He then attempts to meet specific objections to
the adoption of a new code, and suggests how we might
best proceed to formulate one. The reader is apt to be sur-
prised and is surely to be enlightened. The introductory
note to Doctor Jonas R. Rappeport's article explains the
purpose in bringing it to our readers. If you have read Mr.
Baldwin's article concerning the physician-patient privilege
[22 Md. L. Rev. 181 (1962)], you will want to learn of the
psychiatrists' views as expressed by Doctor Rappeport.
The REvIw is pleased to announce the selection of Mr.
John Joseph as an assistant editor to fill the vacancy created
when Mr. John 0. Dyrud graduated in February. Mr.
Joseph's primary responsibility will be to coordinate the
work of the evening school members of the Law Review.
